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other categories, and, as a budgeteer, I
have to say I am a little surprised we
are actually spending more than we
originally said in our original budget
document. One of the things I thought
was important was we ought to make
it clear that the Federal budget should
grow at a rate slower than the average
family budget. For the most part, that
has been what has happened.

But this year, of course, Washington
has a big budget surplus, and, guess
what happens when Washington has a
big budget surplus? People want to
spend it. This is not a partisan issue ei-
ther. There are Republicans who want
to spend the surplus, there are Demo-
crats who want to spend the surplus,
and certainly the people down at the
other end of Pennsylvania Avenue
want to spend that surplus.

So what has happened is the Congres-
sional leaders have said that at least 90
percent of that surplus ought to go to
pay down debt, because all of us believe
there is something fundamentally im-
moral for this generation to leave a
debt to the next generation. As a re-
sult, we will have paid off $350 billion
in publicly held debt, in fact, we have
right now, and by the end of next year
that number could well exceed $500 bil-
lion worth of debt held by the general
public that this Congress will have paid
off.

That is good news. But the President
seems to be a moving target, because
as soon as we agree to one thing, the
President says, oh, no, what I really
want is more money here. We really
need to spend more money on this.

Now the issue of school construction
comes up. As you can see, in terms of
education we are spending about ex-
actly as much money as the President
requested. The problem is not how
much are we going to spend on chil-
dren, the question is who gets to do the
spending?

Many of us feel very, very strongly
that if you are going to authorize more
money to be available for school con-
struction, that those decisions ought
to be made by the people who know the
children’s names. We do not think it
ought to be done by the Department of
Education, because the record of the
Department of Education is not good.

For the third consecutive year, the
Federal Department of Education has
failed its audit. In fact, last year we
are told by our own accounting office,
the General Accounting Office, there is
about $100 million that the Department
of Education cannot account for. Now,
we do not think it is a good idea to
turn even more authority over spend-
ing school bond money to the Federal
Department of Education. We feel pret-
ty strongly about that.

We also feel pretty strongly that it
would be a huge mistake to grant blan-
ket amnesty to millions of illegal
aliens. Now, we are willing to allow
families to be reunited, we are willing
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to make accommodations. We are will-
ing on spending and policy issues to
meet the President more than halfway.
But sometimes he will not even accept
‘“‘yes’ for an answer.

Clearly, some people in this town are
putting partisan politics above the
needs of the American people. The real
question comes down to this, and we
have never gotten a clear answer from
the administration or from our friends
on the left here in Congress: How much
is enough? We are willing to spend, and
we believe that $1.9 trillion is more
than enough to meet the legitimate
needs of the American people, the Fed-
eral Government and those who depend
upon it. We believe that $1.9 trillion is
fiscally responsible. We are still spend-
ing more than I would like to see
spent.

But the President continues to say,
well, that is not quite enough. But he
will not give us a number. We are more
than willing to meet the President
more than halfway, but we are not
willing to compromise America’s fu-
ture. We want to take at lease 90 per-
cent of that surplus to pay down the
publicly held debt. Most importantly,
that is what the American people want
us to do.

We are more than willing to com-
promise and meet with the President
and work out some agreement that is
in the best interests of the American
people. The real question is, is he?

GETTING THE WORK DONE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Speaker,
today on the floor and last night I have
heard a lot of creative rhetoric and
whining from the Republican side of
the aisle. They are whining that highly
paid Members of Congress, themselves,
are here in Washington actually having
to work, to be a bit inconvenienced, to
even work on a weekend.

Well, why do they have to work?
They say the president is guilty. Well,
in fact, the President is a little bit
guilty in this matter. He is guilty, as is
any lenient parent in dealing with
spoiled children.

The budget is due October 1. It is set
by law. We all know that. The budget
was due on October 1. Were the appro-
priation bills done on October 1? Heck
no. And what did Congress do right
around October 1? It went home for a 5
day weekend, and then it went home
the next week for a 5 day weekend, and
then the next week.

How did they get away with that?
Well, the president, as I said, being, un-
fortunately, a little too lenient with
the other side of the aisle, allowed
them to go home with their work un-
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done by giving them longer term con-
tinuing resolutions.

I voted against every one of them. I
felt they should have been held to a
one day standard at the beginning, I
think they should be held to a one hour
standard now. If Congress has to stay
in session 24 hours a day to get the
work done, get it done.

Now, they say, well, it is the Presi-
dent’s fault. Well, gee, how can it be
his fault, when you have not even sent
two of the largest spending bills down-
town yet? He has not seen them. The
Senate has not passed them. He has not
even had an opportunity to veto them,
if he is going to.

No, that is awfully strange creative
rhetoric. It reminds me a lot of teach-
ing a class, and the kids come in, and
they knew all along there was a term
paper due, June 1. Well, excuse me
teacher, we just did not get it done.

Well, gee, I am sorry, someone sick
in the family, you sick, death in the
family or something?

No, we just did not get it done. We
would like another week.

If the teacher gives them another
week, what are they going to say the
next week?

Hey, Teach, it was really nice; it was
early June, the weather was great, we
did not get it done. Give us another
week.

You cannot do that, and that is fi-
nally what the President is doing here.
He is telling the Republicans, get your
work done, one day at a time. You are
going to stay here until the work gets
done.

It is inexcusable to be almost on the
first of November. I mean, if they want
to score their political points, they can
send down defective bills that the
president will veto, but they will not
even do that. They will not even allow
him to veto the bills with the concerns
he has. They are just holding them
here.

So if anybody is holding them hos-
tage, the Republican majority in Con-
gress is holding itself hostage and
whining about it. That is kind of pa-
thetic.

I heard some awfully interesting
things about prescription drugs. Let us
get one thing clear: The Republican
plan that passed this House gives a
subsidy to insurance companies in the
hope that they might, might, offer a
prescription drug only benefit plan to
seniors. However, the head of the
Health Insurance Industry Association
has already said they are not inter-
ested in that. They cannot make
enough money on something like that,
and, if they did, besides that, the drugs
would be really expensive.

So the Republican plan not only pro-
vides subsidies to the insurance indus-
try, it provides subsidies to the phar-
maceutical companies. This is a great
plan. But, guess what? If does not put
any cap or set any conditions on the
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premiums that might be offered to sen-
iors if plans were offered under their
grand plan.

It is a way to shovel more billions
into the insurance industry and more
billions into the obscenely profitable
pharmaceutical industry at the ex-
pense of America’s seniors, while pre-
tending to address a real concern of
America’s seniors.

That is outrageous. We take a pro-
gram that is successful, which the Re-
publicans opposed, Medicare, and add
an optional, optional, prescription drug
benefit. And then, God forbid, they do
not like this part at all, we use the
market power of Medicare, with 33 mil-
lion seniors in it, to bargain down the
price of drugs. We use the market. The
Democrats use the market.

That is not price controls. The VA is
doing that take today. Blue Cross-Blue
Shield is using that today. They use
their market clout. They drive down
the cost of prescription drugs by say-
ing, hey, we have millions of people in
our plan. We want a discount.

But they are saying we should not do
that. In fact, they are saying we should
give subsidies to the pharmaceutical
companies. God forbid we should bring
down the prices in this country.

The prices on pharmaceuticals are
more expensive in the United States
than any other country on Earth. That
is why Americans go across the border
to Canada to buy American manufac-
tured drugs for half the price, why they
go across the border to Mexico to buy
American manufacturered drugs for
half the price.

What do they want to do? They want
to give a subsidy to the pharmaceutical
industry and a subsidy to the insurance
industry. That solution is outrageous.

——

NATIONAL SECURITY AT A LOW
EBB

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker. In
answering my colleague with respect to
getting out of town, I think a lot of us,
Democrat and Republican, have come
to the conclusion that the president
will not take ‘‘yes’ for an answer until
it is politically expedient to do so. You
can make an agreement in 5 minutes or
5 days or 5 months, and we obviously
have great resistance at the White
House right now.

Madam Speaker, let me talk about
an aspect of this administration which
needs addressing in a very short period
of time after the new President takes
office. Today, national security is at a
low ebb. I reflect back on Vice Presi-
dent GORE’s new invention that he
came up with in the last debate, in
which, along with inventing the Inter-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

net and various other American inven-
tions, he invented four Army divisions.
He stated that when he came in as vice
president, the Army had gone down,
but that he increased the number of di-
visions.

Well, in fact in January of 1993, when
Vice President GORE took office, there
were 14 divisions in the United States
Army. A division is a big group. It is a
large number of people, a lot of equip-
ment, in some cases upward of 20,000
personnel.

Today, after the Clinton-Gore admin-
istration has run down national secu-
rity, I might say, for 6 years, there are
only 10 divisions in the United States
Army. So when Vice President GORE
came into office, there were 14 divi-
sions. He claims he increased the num-
ber of divisions, but today it is down to
10 divisions. So somewhere along the
line the vice president has invented
four Army divisions, which is not an
insignificant thing.

Now, if you look across the array of
military equipment shortages and am-
munition shortages, a number of things
jump out at you. One thing we need to
know is that since the vice president
and President Clinton took over in
1992, we have cut the military almost
in half. We have gone down, as I said,
from 14 Army divisions January 1, 1993,
to only 10 today, so we have cut the
Army by a good 30-35 percent. We have
cut the Navy from 546 warships to only
316 warships, so we have cut the Navy
in numbers by about 40 percent. We
have cut our fighter air wings from 24
fighter air wings to only 13 fighter air
wings. So we have cut air power almost
in half under this administration.

Now, the interesting aspect of that,
and I think the real tragedy of this
slashing of national defense, is this:
Usually when you cut an organization,
whether it is a sports organization or a
business organization, when you de-
crease it, when you cut it back in size,
Americans presume that the core that
is left after you have made these cuts
is going to be well-trained, well-
equipped and ready to go. The sad facts
are that the small military that is left
after Vice President GORE and Presi-
dent Clinton have taken the action to
it, the small military that is left, this
half a military that is left, is not as
ready as the big military that we had
that won Desert Storm in the early
1990s.

Let me give you some examples.
They are tragic examples. A few weeks
ago we had the Chief of Staff of the
Army, General Shinseki, testifying to
us. He had to report to us that the
Army is $3 billion short of critical
ammo supplies. Ammunition. Now, you
may not agree with the B-2 bomber,
you may not agree with the F-22 fight-
er. Every American feels that it is good
for our troops to have ammunition, be-
cause they may need it.

This $3 billion shortage was not
measured against any requirement
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that Congress laid on the administra-
tion, it was not measured against what
the Senate or the House felt we needed
in ammunition, it was measured
against what the administration itself
analyzed that we needed to be able to
fight the so-called two regional contin-
gency conflict. That is the kind of con-
flict where we might get involved in a
Desert Storm operation against Sad-
dam Hussein, or we might have a
Kosovo operation, and, at the same
time, the North Koreans, for example,
might take advantage of that and try
to come south on the peninsula, so
American forces might have to deploy
to two different areas of the world. We
feel that to be safe and to give our
service people the best chance of re-
turning alive, we need to have the
equipment, the ammunition and the
capability of handling those two con-
flicts at about the same time, because
it could happen. Well, that $3 billion
ammunition shortage that General
Shinseki spoke about is with respect to
the two MRC contingency.

So let us rebuild national defense.
Madam Speaker, I think help is on the
way.

————

PROVIDING HEALTH CARE
ASSISTANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, let me follow my colleague. It is in-
teresting though if our armed services
are in such bad shape, they have re-
ceived more funding every year, and it
has passed overwhelmingly. In fact, we
have a lot of appropriations bills that
have not been sent to the President
yet, but the Department of Defense was
the first one and has had the big plus-
up every year compared to other Fed-
eral agencies.

Madam Speaker, after sitting here
and listening to my colleagues this
morning talk about it, I heard that the
Department of Education could not be
audited. Well, when is the last time the
Department of Defense was audited
successfully?

Madam Speaker, I think that is a
good topic for debate, but this House
and this Senate and the President
signed the Department of Defense ap-
propriations bill, the first one, and it is
there, and it passed overwhelmingly on
both sides. So I do not think the United
States is going to hell in a handbasket
on the Department of Defense, because
we make sure we try to provide that
funding.

Here we are October 30, and Congress
is still in session, and we have heard
my colleagues blame the President or
blame different folks, Republicans. But
it is interesting, because next Tuesday
the voters all over the country will go
to the polls and make some decisions.
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